REMARKS 

1 he f- \ammet has maintained the lejectton \s set fonh below Mich nes\ 
tc-jeUion h ^till deficient Howe\ or despite such deficiencies and in the spun of 
expediting the prosecution of the piesent application applicant has tnooipotated the 
subject mattet of dependent i. latin * et al into each of the independent claims Since the 
subject tn.tttci oi such dependent claims was ahead\ consulted In the I xatmnei tt ts 
asseued that sueh claim amendments would not icquut nc-s\ snatch and or con^cieiation 

I lie L xatmnei has objected to the Specification as tailing to pto\ nle piopei 
antecedent basi-. t\n the claimed subject mattes 

Hist, t\u Examiner hac objected to ' a ti abaction associated with a single uset 
in at leaj-t claim I " Vppheant tespcctiulh diMince^ and arsons that tor example 
applicant's Specification oti Paee \ lines ^-U, states that *the uansaction pattern mas 
inJude a tecotd oi mtotmation submitted b\ a itset actions taken In the uset actions 
taken K a s\stem to yenetate iesults, and leouhs sent to the usu "* {emphasis added) 
Thut> ptopct antecedent basis in the Speufuation is ptoMdcd lot applicant's claimed 
" nansaction associated with a single usei t ic claimed m ( lann i 01 course such 
citation^ {m combination n ith the lemaunng Specification) ate mcteh e^ample-> oi tbc 
abene claim language and should not be constmed a.s limiting in am manner 

Second, the I \ammet has objected to instance ot the tiati^actton in at lea^t 
claim 1 \pphcant icspectSullv asserts that such objection to the Specification is 
a\oided in -\ lew of the amendments made !iceinabo\e to the independent claims 

Ihtfd the F vamtnei has objected to e-oommncc foinf m at least claim 4S 
Vpphcant tespecthilK' disagrees and asserts that, lot example applicant s Specification 
on Page in, lines N-22 states that '[tjhe uses mteiacts v\ith the e-connneicc imuiace 
piescnted on the web stte and submits the lequned mloimation u> purchase the item % and 
that ^tjie user potentially fills out multiple torms " temphasi- added) Ihns proper 
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antecedem basis jn the specification is piouded for applicant s damied " e-umimuie 
lotm " as v laimcti m Claim 4^ Oi euur>e such citations \m combination with the 
iemaimng Specification"! ait; irteieK examples of the abo\e claim language and should 
nut be eonstnted as limiting in am mannei 

Hit I saminei ha;> leteeted ( lanns 1 S-io 18-42 A 1 and 1*5 lindes ^5 1 S C 
1 12 second patagtaph as being mdefmue foi tailing to patttcitlaiK point out and 
distmctk claim the sublet matter \%hidt applicant regatds as {Ik nnention 

Applicant lespectrulK dssagiees w nh such lejeetion and as-,em that snch [ejection 
is axoided in \ iow of the intendments made heiemabose to Claims i 11 12 io 2<», 2" 
^1 >\ "5$ 41 and 42 1 urthci applicant lespecthilb asseits thai the present K claimed 
"other tiaiisaction "as claimed tn die afuiemcntioned claims death lefeis to the 
1 anothet tiaus-aUion " as claimed in the independent daims '! heiefoie applicant asscils 
that Claims! 3-6 S-lo 18-42,44 and 4^ ate death definite 

\dditionalK on !\i^es 14-1 - of tk. Office Venon dated 04< *0<200'.> the 
r*<nnmei has pi oxided definitions fut 1 ajssouate" ffjunn" l [i Instance,'" [rjeilcct 
"(remote " ' [transaction and "[t jo \pplicant lespectfulh asseits that the 
aforementioned terms are to be read according to the plain and ordmars meaning theieof 
m \ iew ot dietionaiv definitions and m kisther \iew ol the definitions piouded m the 
specification. 

(he 1 \amiiKi ha-> itjeeted C laims 1 *-t» i^-42 and 44 imdei M 

I02{ei a-> beinif anticipated bs iiuuaid et ai (I s Patent \o o 2"'n Ooo) Applicant 
tespeetlulh disagtees with such rejection especialK in \iew of the amendments made 
hetemaNne to die independent elanns spceificaih applicant has amended the 
independent danns to at least substantialK indude the subject mattei ot toimet 
dependent Claim 3 et al. 
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\\ nh lespeu to independent < lamis 1 10 3 i . and 41 . ibc IXammer ha, telied on 
" historical data 122" m 1 loward to make a pnoi art slum trig oi'applieanf s claimed 
^tiansaction pattern detailing a tiaiisaumn associated with a stnide user (as amended - 
see this oi snmlai, but not necessarily identical language in the aforementioned claims) 
\ddnuMiaiK the Lvamtner has argued that "a p]walu\ is multiple singles 

\pplieant jespeeunlh dtsagiees and asserts that the excel pt bom Hos\ aid telicd 
upon b\ the 1 \anunei teaches that an online emuUtot 124 consider > tea! time data such 
as the auuiable web site entn pages 120 and hi stomal data 122 to determine tiie 
mu\ement prefeienees rbi a web sue \ isrtoi auoss a web site 1 1 o and that 1 \ \ j isitauon 
logs i it< are created from each \ isrtois tuuersat of the ;ite and mas be used m offline 
emulation as discussed below" (Col "* hues 21-26 emphasis added) where die 

isitation logs reivid the actions of e\ eiy \ us i tor to the web sue, gatheimg histuucal 
data on w ho \ isfto the site and w hat dies do there" K VI 6 lines o I -6"i emphasis 
added). 

However, considering historical data to dctctinint the uu>\ eaiciii prefeicuces foi a 
web site a isitor across a web sue and creating visitation log s from each Msrtot stiascrsal 
of (he site , where the visitation logs record the actions of every visitor , as in Howard, 
simply fails' to teach applicant's claimed " transaction pattern reflecting a transaction 
associated with a single user " {emphasis added), as claimed by applicant. Furthermore, 
the Examiner's suggestion that "a plurality is multiple singles/'' simply fails to suggest ' a 
transaction associated w ith a sin gle user " (emphasis added), as specifically claimed by 
applicant. 

In the Office VctiOii dated 04 M> 2009 on Pai.es I v; l > the 1 \ammer has aiuued 
that "f t j he emulation desctibed b\ Howaicl iei1ects N the actum-, oi a phuaiitv of single 
users accessing the web site js]ee definition ot Reflect" abo\e 1 I unhei the S-xammei 
has stated that [i]f [ajpphcant c Scars up the instance is-ues and teplaces Reflecting' m 
an apinopnate marmot the intended mteipieutioo of the claim-* max be icuuned and 
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" woold likely overcome the Howard reference and further the progress toward 

patentability " (emphasis added). 

Applicant has amended the claims as suggested by the Examiner. To this end, 
applicant respectfully asserts that the claims clearly distinguish the Howard reference, 
such that a notice of allowance or specific prior art showing of each of the foregoing 
claim elements, in combination with the remaining claimed features, is respectfully 
requested. 

With tespect to independent Claims .\\ and 42, the Examine has reited on 
1 historical data 1 22 and Col (> line ^ in Howard to make a prior ait .show sng of 
applicant s claimed 'lecording information submitted hv ,j single met a-, part oi a 
transaction associated v. tth the single tist-t <see this oi ^inular but not neceyvanh 
ulcntical langitagc in the atotememumed claims} Additional , the I \ammci has argued 
that ' each of the phitalsty is associated with a simile user 

\pphcanr icspt-ctiiilh disauices and as.sttt.s that the exceipt fiom How aid tched 
upon by the fxammei teaches that 'an online emulator 124 con-'ideia Kal time data sitth 
as the a\ aiiable web site enm pages 120 and historical data 122 to deteimini the 
movement piefeiences foi a web site visitor acioss a web site Mb' and that "\ \ hsitation 
logs 1 18 qic cieated from each \ isitois rtavetsal ot the site and mas he u^ed m offline 
em illation as discussed below " (Col ~ lines 21-26 emphasis added) where the 
\ isitanon logs record the actions of e\ en \ isitot to the web site gathering historical 
data on who \ isits the site and what thes do there* (Coi <> line-'' ol-<>3 emphasis 
added) \dditionails the excetpts teach that "[ \ |witois ma> puwtc a site hv enteimg it 
wa seveial possible entiv points and tia\ei<ang the web sue In clicking on clickable 
resources as discussed above" (Col, 6, lines 56-59 - emphasis added). 

Howex eu Msitoto tta\ citing the web site b\ clicking on clickable resources, in 
addition to considering Instoiieal data to determine the nxwement pteferences fur a web 
site a isitoi across a web ,->ite and creating \ imitation logs fiom each \ isitois tra\usai of 



the sue whete the \isjtauon logs leand the actions of\%u> \jsitji as m 1L watd simply 
\di\- Jo teach applicant ■» claimed rccoidmg inhumation submitted b\ a single nsct a-> 
pas t of a nansytitjon associated v. uh the single n g u (emphasis added i as claimed b\ 
applicant 1 urtlici the txammer s suggestion that each of the plurahtc h associated 
with a single usyi snuph IdtU to suggest t transaction associated with a Magic nset 
{emphasis added) a» opeciftc di\ claimed b\ applicant 

In the Office Vction dated 04 ^) on Page- IS I'* the i vnnmcr has at sued 
that ft^he emulation dcsctihed In How did icilecls' the actions oi a phiiahtv of single 
uses s accessing the web site js]ee definition ot 1 inflect abewe i unhei the I xammei 
has stated that 1 [i]f [ ajpphcaut clears up the instance issues and tcpUucs icflectmg m 
an qppiopiiate uianuci the intended mtet pi elation oi the claims may be tcquncd and 
'would hkeh ovetcome the Boa aid icterencc and fuithci the piogiess tew at d 
patentability "' { emphasis added) 

\pp! tcant h is amended the claims as suggested in the F sanuoet 1 o this end 
applicant le-^Kctfulls assais that the claims death distinguish the How aid ideiencc 
stieh that a notice ot allowance oi specific pitoi ait -how mg ul caJi of the foicgofng 
claim dements in combination with the lemammg claimed featuics i , lespeakdh 
requested 

\\ uh respect to independent C lain> 1 1 <\ i ^ and 42 the fcxannuet has relied 
on < ol <> hue 00 and ( ol 7 line ^ in How aid to make a ptiot art show mg <">( applicant s 
claimed 'a tecoid of s-wem actions taken b\ a sworn sn lespoitse to the mtot manors 
and the usei actions m oidei to geneiate iesiths {see this ot snmlat but not nceessanh 
identical language m the aioiementioned claims) 

Applicant le'pecttulh asset is that the evcetpts- ft em How at d rehed on bv the 
I vtminet nnh disclose ' which pages aie accessed {i ol o Inu <m>> and the previous 
X RI that the\ \ ie^ ed (Col ~ hne^) ( ieaih ineteh disclosing accessed page-> and 
uowed I Rl s as m Howard does not even suggest 1 swem actions taken b\ a swem 
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iet alone specifically '\system actions taken by a system in response to the information 
and the user actions in order to generate results" (emphasis added), as claimed, especially 
where the information includes 'information submitted by the user" and the user actions 
include "user actions taken by the user." in the context claimed. 

hi the Office Action dated 04/30/2(XR on Pages 16-17, the Examiner has argued 
that Coi. 6. hue 60-Col. 7, line 7 in Howard "shows that user actions ( L who visits the site 
and what they do there ' ). system actions {'which pages are accessed. |i jn order to view a 
page, a user has to direct a browser on a computer to the address, either through clicking 

a link or entering a UR1 [t]hen the computer retrieves the data from the server at the 

specified address in order to display it to the user. . . ) and information submitted by the 

user ([a]s noted above, the user has to submit addresses to go to a web site ) are 

recorded by Howard," 

Applicant icspecttulK disagiees and as c ett c that the exceipt fiora I low aid relied 
upon b\ the Kammet teaches that ' [\ jsottatnn Iol'S 1 IS ate neated ttom each wmiojs 
tta\eisal of the site and mav be used m offline emulation as discussed hdow 1 1( ol 
lines 2 1-26 ~ empha^i-, added) whete the v xisitation logs iccoid the aitton^ of evei> 
\ iSitoi to the web site gathering historical data on who \isns the site and what tlk\ do 
theie ' {(, ol b lines o i ~o3 - emphasis added) Additional^ the excetpt leaches that 
j s jisitois nu\ put»ue a site b\ entenug it % ta <-e\ eial possible eiitn points and tiaveising 
the web site h> t licking on clickable tesources as distuned abox e ' (Col 6 lme,s s6-So 
emphasis added). 

i- low e\ ei , x ioUoi s ti <n ei smg the w eh iite b\ the king on clickable sesotiKcs, in 
addition to cieatmg usitation logs from eaih v K>rtors tia\ eisai of the site whete the 
\ Hftauon log- 5 teeotd the aitions of esets xisitot and gathei historic al dat i on w ho \ isits 
the site and what thes do time as m Slow auk ,>jmpK fails to teach applicant's tiaimud 
" lecotd of oWem actions taken h\ a system m i espouse to th e tnfotmation and the user 
actions m order to generate results (emphavs added) as claimed b\ applicant 
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I uither in the Office Action dated 0- H) 20()<>. on Page 17 the. i \ammei has 
argued thai 'the details about how the \atious data is used are not Jaimed ' and that v [ajs 
data i\ not a method Mep the specific data needs to lie used m ot Jet fbi it not to be 
consulted non-functional dc-xtipme mateual 

Vppbeant respectful !\ disagiees and asserts that applicant clearly damis storing 
m memoi \ a uansaction pattern ' w heiem t ie transaction pattern include-, a retold of 
^stem actions laUn by a system in r spouse to the mloimatiou and the usu nitons m 
01 Jei to genciate lestiits " (emphasis added) as claimed which is death iimetionai 

\\ ith respect io independent Claim 41, the Fsammet has again relied on Col <>, 
hue 06 and Col ~\ hne in How aid to make a pnoi ait shoeing of applicant's claimed 
\\stem at t ions taken by a .vwem in response to the iniotmation and the ueatton and 
actions m oulei to geneiate le-nit- " 

\pplteant again te\pecuiiU\ points out that the exxctpts ftotn Howard telted on 
b\ the I \ammei onl\ disclose u \\hjtn pacts ate accessed* (Col (\ hne no) and the 
piexious 1 Rl that thes ucwecf K'oi 7, line M CleaiK, inerel\ disclosing accessed 
pages and wewed I R! s as m How aid docs not e\en suggest "sWem action > taken b\ a 
s\stem ' let ak>ne specifically \ystem actions taken by a system in i espouse to flic 
ffllounatioii and the creation and actions m oidei to geneiatt results (emphasis addtd) 
as claimed, especially where the information includes 1 infonnation submitted b\ the 
u^ef" and the creation and actions aie '^associated w uh forms with whieh a usei submits 
information * in the context claimed 

In the Office Action dated 04 30 2009. the Examiner has failed to specifically 
icspond to applicant's afxwe aigunients for applicant s clanneil \\ stem actions taken In 
a svstem in lesponse to the infutmauon and the creation and actions in oidei to geneiate 
results" i emphasis added), as claimed How e\ ei\ as at gued heiemaboy e in i espouse to 
the I x;immei\t aigumeuts on Paaes 10-17 of the OHke \cifi»n dated 04 30 200 l \ 
applicant respectful I \ assc-us that How ard teaches msuois tun eismg the weh site In 



choking i>j! clickable icsouices m addition to cutting Mutation log> ftom each Msitois 
tiaxcisal of tin? site , w hete the \ isitution logs lecoul the actions oi c\ on \ isitoi and 
sathei hj«toncai data on who usits the sue and what they do these , which wupK fails to 
teach applicants claimed --Won motions taken b\ a ^ stem sn response to the 
in ton nation and the aeation and actions in t idei to gcuetaie tesuhs " (emphasis added), 
as claimed by applicant. 

Further, with respect to the independent claims, the Examiner has relied on Col. 9, 
lines 22-25 in Howard to make a prior art showing of applicant's claimed technique 
"wherein the transaction pattern further includes information submitted by the single 
user, in each form and in each step of a login and account access process (see this or 
similar, but not necessarily identical language in the independent claims). 

Applicant lespectfuiK asserts that the e\ceipl horn How aid tobed on bv the 
LXaminei simply teaches launching a script that executes a transaction against their 
account-uheteaj. most % tsitots that ba\ e pist logged on-theicb\ executing a login scttpt 
1 !o\\e\ei simpl\ mentioning a scupt that executes a tiaiisaction against an account and a 
login senpi, as m How aid does not meet applicant's claimed technique 1 wheiem the 
tiansaition pattern furthei includes mfoimation submitted bv the single user , in each 
loim and m each step of a login and account access pioceas " (emphasis added), as 
claimed. 

In theOHiee \etson dated 04 30 200° on Page 17 the I xammet has argued that 
"[a] logm is mheicntK fot a smgie entity or account"' and that "a login is understood to 
contain at least an identities (use i name, account mnnbei ID, etc ) and a pasavwud " 
Furthei the Evammet has stated that ' [tjhis data must be input m oulei to ptocess the 
login " and that 4 [tjhts data is inserted into a set of data fields {.\ form, see definition 
abu\e) * In addition, the IXaminei has staled that How aid is dnecied tow aid the 
execution nf multiple simulated iogiito each login must be mdn sduallv executed 
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Vppl^am lesp^tfulK disagiees and ascitis that How aid teaches " je]\ampks o\ 
such conditional description-, including '[elbckstieam htespan dtstitbiiuon, ' whose 
'jfoi example ino«t usttois to a financial stmces web site might leave sbottk aft^i 
placing a ttade~theteb\ launching a suipt that executes a tiansaetson against then 
aecount—vvhejeas most ststtms that hd\ e just lougecl ou--theieb\ executing a login >cnpt- 
-npkalK ha\c reiatn cl\ higher catkotteam lifespans lemammg tf\>i ° lines t-^and 
1.8-27- emphasis added). 

However, .launching a script that executes a transaction against their account , in 
addition to genet all v teaching that a Sogm scnpt is executed when \ isitois logon as in 
Howard sjinpK fails to c\en applicant's claimed technique 1 wbcictn the U a traction 
pattern ituthei includes mibttnatton submitted In the shidk' u>ser , in each form and in 
each step of a login and account access pioces^ (emphasis added) as da mud 

It appeais that the Lvmnner has lehei on an inheiencs aigunicut regaidmg the 
abo%e emphasized claim limitations !n \ iev\ ot the argument* made hctemakn e aiu 
siiv. li inhetuic\ atiUtmem has been adequateb lebutted, and a notice of allowance i*i a 
specific pilot ait -dioM, mg of such claim featinet. tn combination with the lemammg 
claim elements is lespvCtfulK ieqi tested *See MP! P 21 12} 

Funnel tn response, applicant asserts that the fact that a ccitam icMth «t 
chatactenstic max i-ecui or be pte^em m the puot art ts not sufficient to establish the 
mhetcncN oi that tonlt oi chataetei istic /'Me /i//i Lm t ( >l ^dl^j 1^4 28 I Sl'< N )2d 
iOSs 19s- {hod Cu /,, w<h ///,/;, 006 1 2d ^8 «*l-82 212 1 SPQ ^2 < *2o 

(( C P \ !9M i ' v lo establish inherent^, the extiin-ic exidence ~mitst make clear that the 
musing desciipuxe mattei is neeessatiK present in the thing desu ihed m die tefeienee 
and that it v\ou!d be .-o lecogni 'cd In peioons of oidman okill lohetencs howe\er, ma\ 
not be established bs piobabilities or possibuties 1 he mere fact that a ceaaui thing mav 
result ftorn a gncn set of cutumsuntes is not siiifiuent " /// ic RobtrHoih 1 3d 
74^ -4<; 401 Si'02d }Q4<> WSO-^l {led < u jy<Wi 
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file IXaminu is lemmded that .1 claim is Anticipated onlv if ein.li and e\ei\ 
element as set forth in the- claim is found, citlici expic^s^ 01 mhetenth desenbed in a 
single prior at 1 1 efeience f V/ <4 iv*.?/ AV ( ;i v <! '///< >// (hi Co Of ( \ili1o> n;a h I 4 F 2d 628 
o.-*l, 2 I \PQ2d lost , S0\i (Fed Cu l l >iO \Ioa-o\er the identical invention must be 
shown in a> complete detail a> contained in the claim fo t tuinhx>H \- Suzuki \fo*ot 
CnMXi- 2d 1220 j 2 3o, QL S l J 02d W n 1 «)20 ( Fed in i" >fc« ) I he elements must be 
arranged as required by the claim. 

Ihis uftenon lu-> >tmpi\ not been met b\ the above icfetenee e\eerpt{s) as noted 
abu\e \e\ertiieles c ! despite such pai amount deficiencies and hi the spun of expediting 
the piosCLUtion of the present application applicant has mtoipoiated th*r subject mattes 
oi ionnei Claim ^ et a! into the independent claims 

With respect to the subject matter of former Claim 3 et al (now at least 
substantially incoipoiated mtu each of the independent claims), the L\ammei has relied 
on Col 6 line* <->o-o~ and < Y>i °, lines 24-2^ horn Howard to make a pnoi an showing 
of apphcam s claimed UchiiKjue \\ heian the ti a nation pattern furthei includes a 
iecotd oi the actions taken b\ the sssjem \sh ch enable access uf the iu>ei to data and 
actions enabled In the data to ittnexe comeu ' 

\pphcant lespeetfulh asset to that theexceqns horn llovwnd idled on h\ the 
txammei merelv disclose 1 which paue^ ate acceded nio^t ficquuith ' "winch tiles are 
downloaded most fiequeinK (Co! o jmcs W>6"i and a login suipf (Col *■> lines 24- 
2s) llowenei simph teaching fiequemh accessed pages- and ficqnuUK downloaded 
file-=, m addition to geneialk mentioning & login senpt as m How aid fails 10 c\en 
suggest a technique ' wheiem die uansaction pattun fuithei includes a teeoul of the 
actions taken b\ the sxstun which enable access ot the uset 10 data, and actions enabled 
b\ the iUt<x to ietiii\i content (emphasis added) a« claimed 

In the Office Action dated 04 ^0 2000 on Page 20 the 1 \aminet has atgued that 
^l]ogmnu m is a iber actum ' that enables attest, to data including Web pages winch 
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contain content i urthu the \ \ammei has slated that * jsjf [applicant intended 
something mure specific mth this claim [then applicant >hould make] it mote dear in 

the claim." 

Vppbcanl respectful h disagrees and rusctfs that the I \anunef -> aigimieut that 
1 [l]oggmg in u-> a usct action that enahieo access to data including w eh pai.v? w hrch 
contain content ' (emphasis t rdded), as asset ted b\ the Lxammei -amph tails to suggest 
applicant s ciamKd actions taken In the s\stcm much kss speufiealK claimed 
technique \\hciein the transaction pattern fnnhei includes a tecord ot the actions taken 
by the w stem w hich enable access ot the user to data and actions enabled bv the data 
to retrieve content ' (emphasis added) as claimed 

\gain. the foregoing anticipation uitenon has sunpK not been met b\ the 
How aid icfeteiKC a.* noted aho\e Thus a notice of allow ante or specific pnor ail 
showing of each of the foiegomg claim elements, in combination with the iemaimnii 
claimed fcamies ts respectfulK requested 

\pplicant furthci notes that the ptioi att i* also deiicient w tth tespect to flit, 
dependent claims Foi example with respect lo ( hum \ s et al the 1 xaminu has ieiitd 
on Col s { j net* <->o-f)7 from How aid to make a pnoi ait .showing of applicant s claimed 
teuhnujue wherein the execution of the transaction pattern includes recogm/ang a state 
of a remote application." 

Vppli^anl lespvCtfuilv asserts that the txeeipt rched upon h\ the 1 xamiuer meieh 
teaches an 'output module lot outputtmg oi displa\mg program status results on a 
snaphic disphn print de\ rce or storage medr im ( leath , snnpK disdosmg outputtmg 
piogram status results as tn How aid, task to e\en mention ' a temoic application, N let 
alone speed!*. all\ disclose that 1 uV execution of the transaction pattern includes 
recognmnu a <tatc of a t emote application" temphasf-- added) as claimed 
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hi ihe Office Action dated 04. 30. 2 0 09 5 on Page 20 5 the Examiner has cited Col. 5, 
lines 54-56 of Howard and has argued that. '[a]noiher processing machine being 
communicatively coupled indicates that it is remote" and that ll [i]n order to display the 
program status, the state has to be recognized." 

Applicant respectfully disagrees and asserts that the additional excerpt from 
Howard teaches that ''[tjhe end user unit 1 14 may include a processing unit (not shown), 
such as a microprocessor or other processing machine, communicatively coupled to a 
storage unit" (Col. 5, lines 54-56 - emphasis added). However, teaching that the end user 
unit includes another processing machine, as in Howard, simply fails to support the 
Examiner's assertion that, '"[ajnother processing machine being communicatively coupled 
indicates that it is remote " (emphasis added). 

huthermore 1 ioward teaches that lijnmam applications estimating The state 
pt obab 1 1 i ty d istr i hutions and <tate transition piohabiimes of a piohabihtic process !;> 
desitahle" tLol 11 lines 2o-2 l > einphasn added) which stmpK taih to e\ cu suggest \i 
i emote application ' let alone specifically disclose that the execution of the U ansae t ion 
pattern includes lecogiu/ing a state of a i emote application ' f emphasis added ) as 
claimed. 

With respect to Claim 4\ the Fvammei has rehed on Col 6 lines ^2-3<> fiom 
Ho* aid to make a prior ait showing of applicant s claimed technique 'wheiem the 
infuiiuation submitted hv the single user is submitted \ia an e-commeiee form. The 
information including a name ol the Single uset. ctedit caid mfofmation associated v\ith 
the single uses and a shipping addict oi the single nsci ' 

Fuifhei, the F\anunet has agieed that "Hovwnd docs not specifically teach the 
specific data i ceded in claim 45 Addmonalh . the IXanmiei has stated that 1 the 
difleiences ate onl\ found in the non-functional dcscnpuve matenai and aie not 
functionallv imohed m the steps teuted ' 1 unhenuoie, in the OUke Action dated 
04 if} 2<M)<), on Page 21, the l-\amiuei has stated that " lalpphcant is again iemmded that 
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when the details about how the various data is used are not claimed, it is considered non- 
functional descriptive material." 

Applicant respectfully disagrees and asserts that applicant's claimed technique is 
functional I 01 example applicant Uearh oLsuns that 'the udoimation submitted b\ the 
single usei is submuteJ \ ta an <_-commeice fours, the information including a name of the 
sin gle tuet credit caid inkmnatmn associated w tth the single usei and a -.hipping 
add; ess of the .-angle usei 1 temphasis added) as daimed In addition in the context of 
riaim 1 applicant claims ' storing m men ton a tian-'aclion pattern [thai] includes a 
letoul of information submitted b\ the single user , ' wheie the mfoimauon mJudejes j 
a name of the ^mgk usei uedit card information associated w tth the single usu and a 
shipping addtes?, uf the single u-et ' {emphasis added), a.* claimed I herefote, applicant's 
specifiealh claimed technique 1 wheiem the infoimatmn submitted h\ the single usei is 
submitted \ ia an e-eommerce ibim the infoimation including a name of the single use? 
ciedu caid mtormatiou associated with the single iic-er and a shipping addiess of the 
single u<>ej, " a* claimed is functional 

Furthermore applicant t<_speethtU\ as^en* that I low aid teaches that background 
piocessing MsiMe to the \isttoi is executed te a when a \isitot click 1 - on a button on an 
Fmrv foim, that iotro may be submitted to a database followed b> the piesentation of 
new page \ icv\ to the \ isttor V {Col <'\ line*- ^2- Vi emphasis added) 

Howexei submitting a iottn to a database when a \tsit«r clicks on a button, 
followed In a presentation of a new pageuew tothe\isitoi asm How aid siroph iails 
to e\en suggest applicant s claimed technique 'wheiem the mioimation submitted bs the 
single uses is submitted \ia an e-commesce form, the mfoimatum mc hiding a name of the 
sin gle usct ctedit caid information associated w ah the single usei , and a shi pp in g 
addiess of the single user' (emphasis added) as claimed 



\gatn snice the above enteiiuti has smtph not been met by the abu\ e teieteuce 
e\cerpus) as noted alxne, a notice of allowance oi -pecific puoi art show ma ot each of 
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the foregoing claim elements, in combination with the remaining claimed features, is 
respectfully requested. 

1 o tin-* end all of the independent cfc f m\ ai e doomed aik>\\ able Moroos or the 
iun;unmg dependent daims ate umber deemed alkmahk, !tj \ tew oi then depeudem.0 
on i>ueh independent eiajmo 

In the e\em a telephone comewihon would expedite tin. prosecution i-i this 
application the I vtininef ma\ avidi the undeisiimed at ( 108} 505-^ !00 The 
C ommibsiones is authoi ued to chatge am additional fee^ oi uedtt am o\eipa\ment to 
Deposit Account No 1 <OtcU No W10PJ7!} 

Respectfully submitted, 
Ziika-Kotab. PC 

■KEVINZILKA/ 
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